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CALIFORNIA POLYTECHNIC STATE UNIVERSITY 

San Luis Obispo, California 93407 

ACADEMIC SENATE 
Meeting of the )Academic Senate 
Tuesday, November 17, 1998 
UU220, 3:00-S:OOpm "tb tl f 
t•v//
I. Minutes: Approval of minutes for the October 6, 1998 Academic Senate meeting (pp. 2-3). 
II. Communication(s) and announcement(s): 
On November 30, Chancellor Reed will be meeting with the Senate and general faculty 
for an open forum discussion (4-5:30pm, Cal Poly Theatre). Please calendar this date. 
III. Reports: 
A. 	 Academic Senate Chair: 
B. 	 President's Office: 
C. 	 Provost's Office 
D. 	 Statewide Senators: 
E. 	 CF A Campus President: 
F. 	 ASI Representative: 
G. 	 Other: Kitamura- update on Sports Complex 
N . Consent agenda: 
V. Business item(s): 
A. 	 Curriculum proposals: Keesey, Chair of the Curriculum Committee, first reading 
(pp. 4-5: To view the curriculum display for proposed new programs, please visit 
http://www.calpoly.edu/-acadprog/curriculum/curriculum_webdir.htrnl). 
B. 	 Resolution on 1997/98 Program Review and Improvement Committee Report of 
Findings and Recommendations: Stanton, Chair of the Program Review and 
Improvement Committee, first reading (pp. 8-49). 
VI. Discussion item(s): 
VII. Adjournment: 
Approval Status of Program Proposals 
for 1999-2000 Catalog Cycle 
CC =Curriculum Committee, AS =Academic Senate 

A =Approved, D =Disapproved, W =Withdrawn 

CC: AS: 
For College of Agriculture: 
A 1. New minor: Wine & Viticulture 
ForMS Agriculture (College of Agriculture): 
A 2. Rename specializationfrom General Agriculture to Agricultural Education 
Retain General Agriculture for 1999 catalog; to be phased-out in future 
A 3. New Specialization: Irrigation (BRAE) 
A 4. New Specialization: Forest Sciences (NRM) 
For BS Agricultural Business: 
A 5. New concentration: International Agribusiness Management 
For BS Agricultural Education and Communication: 
A 6. Rename concentrationfrom Agricultural Resources Management to Forestry and 
Natural Resources: 
w 7. Rename concentrationfrom Agricultural Supplies and Services to Agricultural 
Business Management 
A 8. Rename concentrationfrom Animal Production to Animal Science 
A 9. Rename concentrationfrom Plant Production to Crop and Soil Science 
For Food Science and Nutrition Department: 
A 10. Change name ofminorfrom Nutritional Science to Nutrition 
A 11. Change name of program from BS Nutritional Science to BS Nutrition 
A 12. New concentration for BS Nutrition: Applied Nutrition 
A 13. New concentration for BS Nutrition: Nutrition and Food Industries 
A 14. New concentration for BS Nutrition: Nutrition Science 
For Natural Resources Management Department: 
A 15. New concentration for BS Forestry and Natural Resources: Wildland Hydrology 
Forest Sciences specialization: see MS Agriculture 
For Soil Science Department: 
A 16. New degree program: BS Earth Sciences 
M:\AA\ACADP ROG\CAT ALOG\S UMMARY\99 Summary\99ProgProp-Apprvls .doc 11/03/98 
CC: AS: 
For MS Engineering (College of Engineering): 
A 17. New specialization: Bioengineering 
A 18. New specialization: Biomedical Engineering 
Upon approval of MS Mechanical Engineering, delete specialization: Mechanical 
Engineering (see ME) 
For BS General Engineering: 
A 19. New concentration: Bioengineering 
A 20. New concentration: Biomedical Engineering 
For Mechanical Engineering Department: 
A 21. New degree program: MS Mechanical Engineering (Delete specialization: Mechanical Engineering, see MS Engineering) 
D 22. New 4 + 1 BS/MS Mechanical Engineering 
For Industrial and Manufacturing Engineering Department: 
w 23. New degree program: MS Industrial Engineering 
D 24. New 4+ 1 BS/MS Engineering, with specialization in Industrial Engineering 
D 25. New 4+ 1 BS/MS Engineering, with specialization in Integrated Technology 
Management 
ForBS Kinesiology (Physical Education and Kinesiology Department): 
A 26. Concentration name change from Commercial and Corporate Fitness to Clinical 
and Worksite Health Promotion 
For Physics Department: 
A 27. New degree program: Bachelor of Arts in Physics 
Curriculum Committee comments: 
22, 24, 25. Disapproved. No additional4+ 1 programs will be recommended for approval until the 
procedural• questions regarding these programs have been worked out; need curriculum display showing 
flow from undergrad to graduate; need clear indication of benefit to students. 
M :\AA \A CADPROG\CAT ALOG\S UMMARY\99 Summary\99ProgProp-Apprvls.doc 11/03/98 
PAGES 6 AND 7 HAVE BEEN WITHDRAWN. 
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Adopted:. 
ACADEMIC SENATE 
Of 
CALIFORNIA POLYTECHNIC STATE UNIVERSITY 

San Luis Obispo, CA 

AS- -98/PRAIC 

RESOLUTION ON 

1997/98 PROGRAM REVIEW AND IMPROVEMENT COMMITTEE 

REPORT OF FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

WHEREAS, The following departments/programs were reviewed during the 1997/98 
academic year: 
Ethnic Studies Program 
Chemistry and Biochemistry 
Physics 
Psychology and Human Development 
Philosophy 
Graphic Communication 
General Engineering Program 
Computer Engineering Program 
Business Administration Program (BSBA) 
College of Business (MBA) 
Construction Management Department 
Food Science and Nutrition 
Soil Sciences Program; 
and 
WHEREAS, The Academic Senate acknowledges receipt of the Program Review and 
Improvement Committee's "Report on programs reviewed during 1997/98"; 
therefore, be it 
RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate receive the Program Review and Improvement 
Committee's "Report on programs reviewed during 1997/98"; and, be it further 
RESOLVED: That the Program Review and Improvement Committee's "Report on programs 
reviewed during 1997 /98" be submitted to the Provost and Vice President for 
Academic Affairs. 
Proposed by: The Academic Senate Program 
Review and Improvement Committee 
Date: October 27, 1998 
....
... 
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Cal Poly Memorandum 
Date: September 18, 1998 
Copies: W. Baker 
P. Zingg 
H. Greenwald 
College Deans 
Department chairs in 
programs reviewed 
To: Academic Senate Executive Committee 
From: Program Revie\v and Improvement Committee 
Subject: Report on programs reviewed during 1997-98 
The Academic Senate Program Review and Improvement Committee reviewed 12 programs during 
the academic year 1997-98. Each program received a Request For Information, based upon the 
Academic Program Revicv.,· and Improvement document adopted by the Senate in Aprill992 . 
Programs submitted their reports in \Vinter quarter. Based on these, the committee formulated 
preliminary reports and forwarded them to the programs. We met individu:1lly with each program 
during spring quarter to allow them an opportunity to respond to the preliminary report and to 
clarify any misunderstandings or misinterpretations. Final reports were then prepared. 
Attached is a report summarizing the committee's overall findings, as well as a summary report for 
each of the programs reviewed. We thank each program for the effort they have put into their 
reVIC\VS . 
Copies of this report, and any responses from the programs reviev.·ed, should be placed in the 
University Library for public access . 
~JQf?p~

M. Nahvi K Riener 
Bianca Rosenthal 
"------- · 

. 
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COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

OF THE PROGRAM REVIEW AND IMPROVEMENT COMMITTEE 

FOR ACADEMIC PROGRAMS REVIEWED IN THE 

1997-98 ACADEMIC PROGRAM REVI~W CYCLE 

The rationale and focus of the program review process is solidly integrated with 
fundamental University policy documents, and is congruent with a wide range of 
program planning, innovation, and development initiatives. Building on such a body of 
policy and activities provides a conceptual coherence and shared operational focus, 
which helps to facilitate and strengthen the overall University effort of continually 
improving the quality of its programs, especially in terms of the benefits experienced by 
students in those programs. 
In the process of analyzing and evaluating the academic programs on the 1997-98 
review cycle, the Program Review and Improvement Committee has identified some 
general issues common to many of the programs. These issues are noted below, and 
presented as an attempt to help guide future actions which those programs may wish to 
undertake. 
1. 	 Mission statements. Programs could benefit from constructing mission statements 
which specify their purpose, focus, and goals more clearly and completely. In 
particular, the mission statement should indicate how the program incorporates Cal 
Poly's polytechnic characteristics . 
2. 	 Significant observable intended learning outcomes. Many programs seem to need 
to spend more effort on this issue. For both improvement and accountability 
purposes, academic programs benefit by declaring clear specific high-priority 
learning outcomes that its students are intended to attain and be able to 
demonstrate as a result of participating in that program. Similarly, at the course 
level, syllabi containing clear descriptions of desired student outcomes benefit the 
instructional process. 
3. 	 Systematic academic program planning Few programs appeared to approach 
program planning in a rigorous manner, logically linking the program mission 
statement and significant program goals to levels of outcome attainment, 
procedural considerations, and appropriate options for dealing with both short­
range issues and long-range plans. Perhaps those programs that have effective 
planning approaches could provide resources to other programs. 
4. 	 Systematic professional consultation regarding instructional design, delivery, and 
improvement. Most programs lack systematic peer review on instructional issues, 
per se. Some form of serious professional interaction focusing on this topic would 
enhance curricular development and instructional effectiveness. 
5. 	 Assistance for at-risk students. The percentage of students on academic probation 
was disturbingly high in many programs. The Committee feels that students benefit 
greatly when a department has an effective system for early identification of those 
evidencing marginal academic performance and likely to be placed on academic 
.·.,....­
··· 
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probation. Departmental assistance, services, and referrals to specialized 
resources are more effective when provided earlier than they currently are in most 
programs. 
6. 	 Student feedback for program/course improvement purposes . Programs could 
benefit from developing a practical and valid system for obtaining student feedback 
specifically for diagnostic purposes. This would be distinct from traditional 
summative course evaluations. 
7. 	 Obtainina oroaram-relevant feedback from alumni. Most programs' recognized that 
their contact with alumni was limited and unsystematic. Alumni can be a unique 
and valuable source of useful feedback in the process of determining program goal 
attainment, and improving program design and processes. 
8. 	 Validity of the program's admission criteria . Most programs seemed to be passive 
recipients of externally determined admissions criteria. The programs may wish to 
consider how to become more active in this regard. In any event, programs would 
benefit from developing a clear definition of student "success," against which the 
admission criteria could be validated. 
The Program Review and Improvement Committee stands ready to assist and 
collaborate with academic programs as they work towards implementing these general 
recommendations, as well as the specific recommendations contained in the 
Committee's response to their individual reports. 
.....­
.. 
Ethnic Studies Program 
PROGRAM REVIEW REPORT 
1997-1998 
ITEM COMMENTS 
I. MISSION 
A. Mission Statement 
There is a good mission statement buried in this section. 
B. Distinguishing features 
of mission 
Interesting choice of language to describe the notable features of the 
mission. 
II. INSTRUCTIONAL 
ISSUES 
A. Educational Goals 
1. Intended student 
outcomes 
This section should be rewritten. The outcomes should be recast to 
indicate the connection with Ethnic Studies. For example, a knowledge 
and awareness of historical issues is extremely broad as a student 
outcome. Some of the items listed as skills are not skills. For example, 
appreciating diversity is not a skill. See Addendum. 
2. Outline program 
content and skill 
coverage 
Program content and skill coverage are covered in the previous 
section. See Addendum. 
3. Co-curricular 
programs or 
activities 
4. Special educational 
services: 
a) entering students 
b) assistance for at­
risk students 
c) Individualized 
opportunities: 
The Ethnic Studies program is actively involved with a number campus 
clubs and organizations. 
See Addendum. 
See Addendum. 
This is not addressed in this section but in Section C.1.a, research 
projects and publications in the Ethnic Studies journal are listed. 
d)General education 
courses. 
B. Instructional Design 
and Methods 
1. Innovations in 
traditional courses 
2. Other innovative inst. 
methods 
C. Assessment methods 
and Data 
1. Student Learning 
Outcomes 
a) Methods used at 
course level 
See Addendum. 
The instructional design is not addressed in this section. It is 
addressed in the next section. Also see Addendum. 
A number of innovative methods are included in the descriptions of the 
courses. 
There are a number of different assessments used. These have not 
been tied to specific outcomes. 
b)Student Outcome 
Information 
c) Program outcome 
data 
2. Instructional methods 
a) Peer review of 
plans and activities 
b) Incorporating 
research into 
instruction 
c) General approach 
to instruction 
Anecdotal. See Addendum. 
See Addendum. 
Peer review involves faculty from other departments in CLA. In 
general, the approach taken to peer review is standard. 
Several courses have been created as a result of scholarly endeavors. 
Certain courses have also resulted in work that led to publications. 
Incomplete. The response is unclear and should be rewritten to more 
clearly address the question. 
1 
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3. Instructors 
a) Colleague eval. 
procedures 
An attempt has been made to use a variety of evaluative techniques 
including visiting each other's classes and serving as guest lecturers. 
b) Student eval. of 
instructors 
The evaluation instrument is modeled after the instrument used at 
UCLA. No data is provided. 
4. Program 
a) Internal Review 
Process 
The department conducts bi-monthly meetings and conducts a yearly 
retreat at which various issues are addressed . An Ethnic Studies 
Advisory Committee has been established. 
b) Accreditation There is no accreditation available but an external review would be 
appropriate. 
c) Alumni evaluation See Addendum. 
d) Evaluation by 
professional 
. advisory board 
See Addendum. 
e) Comparison with 
similar programs 
The department has done an excellent job of describing the comparison 
with other programs . 
f) Internal strategic 
planning 
Strategic planning is integrated with CLA. See Addendum . 
Ill. STUDENT 
CHARACTERISTICS 
A. Awards and Honors 
Since the Ethnic Studies program has no majors, the data is not easily 
available. Some attempt to track the Ethnic Studies minors should be 
made. 
B. Placement of 
Qraduates 
The Ethnic Stud ies program has no majors . 
C. Diversity The Ethnic Studies program has no majors . Perhaps some data on the 
minors would be useful. 
IV. PROGRAM 
ADMINISTRATION 
·A. Faculty Scholarship 
The faculty is active professionally. 
B. Prof. Development 
Expectations 
The criteria regarding faculty professional development is clear and well 
stated. 
C. Non-faculty 
D. Resources 
1. Personnel 
The Ethnic Studies Department has five, full-time tenure track 
allocations. Currently there are only four tenure track facul ty due to 
resignations in the department. 
2. Fiscal Allocation The fiscal allocations are presented. 
3. Facilities Adequate. 
E. Admissions criteria 
1. Admissions profile 
Acceptance into the minor requires a 2.75 GPA. 
2. Success of criteria Incomplete. No data were presented. 
F. Applicant pool 
1. Recruitment 
Ethnic Studies minors are recruited from students taking Ethnic Studies 
courses forGE and USCP requirements . 
2. Program Capacity There are currently 50 students enrolled in the Ethnic Stud ies minor. 
See Addendum. 
G. Applicants/ accomm./ 
enrolled 
The Ethnic Studies program has no majors. 
V. INSTITUTIONAL 
STATISTICS 
A. Fall quarter Student 
load 
The Ethnic Studies program has no majors. 
B. SCU generated 
2 
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C. Retention/graduation The Ethnic Studies program has no majors. 
D. FTEF used 
VI. FUTURE PLANS The department has a number plans including the creation of an Ethnic 
Studies major sometime in the future. 
3 
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Department of Chemistry and Biochemistry 
PROGRAM REVIEW REPORT 
1997-1998 
ITEM COMMENTS 
I. MISSION 
A. Mission Statement 
Emphasis on students is secondary. 
B. Distinguishing features 
of mission 
Polymers and coatings concentration responded to needs and 
promoted industrial connections. Hands--on instrumentation provides 
effective training for students. 
II. INSTRUCTIONAL 
ISSUES 
A. Educational Goals 
1. Intended student 
outcomes 
Not clear what you intend your students to achieve. what do you 
expect from small teams? Goals should be expressed in terms of 
desirable and obseNable outcomes. 
2. Outline program 
content and skill 
coverage 
3. Co-curricular 
programs or 
activities 
Campus student activities have been extended to community service 
organizations. 
4. Special educational 
services: 
a) entering students 
b) assistance for at­
risk students 
Incomplete . How are they helped? 
c) Individualized 
opportunities: 
d)General education 
courses. 
B. Instructional Design 
and Methods 
1. Innovations in 
traditional courses 
Chemistry studio I innovative with classroom links to the Internet. 
2. Other innovative inst. 
methods 
Emphasis upon the emerging field of computational chemistry. 
C. Assessment methods 
and Data 
1. Student Learning 
Outcomes 
a) Methods used at 
course level 
b) Student course 
outcome data 
Incomplete. 
c) Program 
outcome data 
Incomplete. Addendum supplied information about numbers of 
graduates, but not whether graduates had achieved program goals. 
2. Instructional methods 
a) Peer review of 
plans and activities 
b) Incorporating 
research into 
instruction 
Strong integration o f research with teaching and student poster 
presentations at meetings. 
c) General 
approach to 
instruction 
Strong faculty emphasis upon education. 
1 
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3. Instructors 
a) Colleague eval. 
procedures 
b) Student eval. of Tracked as an overall department average. 
instructors 
4. Program 
a) Internal Review 
Process 
b) Accreditation 
c) Alumni evaluation What plans to achieve goals? Good alumni contributions. 
d) Evaluation by What plans for industrial contacts? 
professional 
advisory board 
e) Comparison with Outstanding "sense of community" among faculty, staff, and students. 
similar programs Concern about need for additional professional development. 
f) Internal strategic What do you plan to do? 
_pJanning 
Ill. STUDENT 
CHARACTERISTICS 
A. Awards and Honors 
B. Placement of graduates What about industry placements? 
C. Diversity, dean's list, 
AP 
IV. PROGRAM 
ADMINISTRATION 
A. Faculty Scholarship 
B. Prof. Development 
Expectations 
C. Non-faculty staff Good to see active involvement of the technical staff. 
involvement 
D. Resources Some faculty have minimal professional development achievements. 
1. Personnel 
2. Fiscal Allocation 
3. Facilities Instrumentation facilities are excellent. Studio classroom is 
innovative. 
E. Admissions criteria Uses College MCA scheme for freshman. Transfers not discussed. 
1. Admissions profile 
2. Success of criteria Exemplary model for assessing success of admissions criteria. Are 
you planning some follow through on this? What are the best predictor 
variables to use? 
F. Applicant pool 
1. Recruitment 
2. Program Capacity 
G. Applicants/ accomm./ 
enrolled 
V. INSTITUTIONAL 
STATISTICS 
A. Fall quarter Student 
load 
B. SCU generated 
2 
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C. Retention/graduation 
D. FTEF used 
VI. FUTURE PLANS Plans for new building and additional instrumentation are noted. The 
external review recommended supporting faculty time on senior 
research. How successful has this been in the past? What plans do 
you have to implement this with enhanced research agendas by all 
faculty? 
3 
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Department of Physics 

PROGRAM REVIEW REPORT, 1997-1998 

Note: Evaluation was hampered by failure of Department 

to follow outline of Request for Information. 

ITEM COMMENTS 
I. MISSION Mission is stated clearly . It serves three distinct audiences. 
A. Mission Statement 
B. Distinguishing features Objectives are similar to those of other leading physics departments 
of mission across the nation, with more emphasis on serving three distinct group 
of students (physics majors. service courses, GE courses) . 
II. INSTRUCTIONAL Desired outcome varies with the audience . The desired outcomes 
ISSUES would be more clearly and usefully explained by reference to 
A. Educational Goals observables and behaviors. 
1. Intended student 
outcomes 
2. Outline program It outlines program contents and skill coverage for B.S. in physics and 
content and skill B.S. in physical sciences. No minor in physics is available . A proposal 
coverage expected by the end of the academic year. Two concentrations are 
available to physics students. 
The report needs to incorporate information on how the courses are 
suited to the needs of non-physics majors 
3. Co-curricular No co-curricular program is described. Extracurricular opportunities 
programs or for students are listed , e.g., students research . 
activities 
4. Special educational Physics majors are assigned a physics faculty advisor. 
services: 
a) enterino students 
b) assistance for at- See addendum . 
risk students 
c) Individualized Excellent individualized opportunities are described through out the 
opportunities: report . 
d)General education GE courses are offered 
courses. 
B. Instructional Design Hands-on science course and studio physics are described. What is 
and Methods being done to address the concerns of the Visiting Committee (report 
1. Innovations in of March 17, 1997) on lack of innovative pedagogy in some courses. 
traditional courses 
2. Other innovative inst. 
methods 
C. Assessment methods Homework, exams, and lab reports are primary methods used at 
and Data course level. 
1. Student Learning 
Outcomes 
a) Methods used at 
course level 
b) Student course Incomplete. lnfonnation about the degree to wtlich particular 
outcome data significant outcomes are attained is lacking, However, in Fall 1997 
percentage of students on Dean's list decreased and academic 
probation increased. What happened? 
c) Program 
outcome data 
1 

. ,. ~ 
-19­
2. Instructional methods 
a) Peer review of 
plans and activities 
See addendum. 
c) General 
approach to 
instruction 
b) Incorporating 
research into 
instruction 
c) General 
approach to 
instruction 
3. Instructors 
a) Colleague eval. 
procedures 
No fonnal colleague evaluation system. 
b) Student eval. of 
instructors 
Graph of overall instructor rating is given for all physics department 
courses in Fall 97 is given. 
4. Program 
a) Internal Review 
Process 
Not clear 
b) Accreditation No accrediting body. 
c) Alumni 
evaluation 
See addendum. 
d) Evaluation by 
professional 
advisol)' board 
Report of Visiting Committee had good suggestions on curriculum. 
e) Comparison with 
similar programs 
On par with similar programs, but no specific data included. 
f) Internal strategic 
planning 
Plan of 1997. 
Ill. STUDENT 
CHARACTERISTICS 
A. Awards and Honors 
For a small-size department the list is impressive. 
8 . Placement of 
graduates 
Graduates are placed in industry and in graduate schools. 
C. Diversity It has expanded to considerable level during the last five years 
IV. PROGRAM 
ADMINISTRATION 
A. Faculty Scholarship 
Impressive. 
8. Prof. Development 
Expectations 
Space limitation in Building 52. Zero travel budget for faculty. 
What is being done? 
C. Non-faculty staff 
involvement 
D. Resources 
1. Personnel 
2. Fiscal Allocation Resources are needed. Are there any efforts made to acquire new lab 
equipment and computers? 
3. Facilities Lab equipment is needed . What is being done? 
E. Admissions criteria 
1. Admissions profile 
2 
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2. Success of criteria Transfer students do not fare well . See addendum. 
F. Applicant pool 
1 . Recruitment 
No active effort by department. See addendum. 
2. Program Capacity Enrollment has increased from 70 in 93-96 to 80 in 1997. 
G. Applicants/ accomm./ 
enrolled 
In 1997 the ratio of applicants/ accommodated/ enrolled was 88/61/17. 
Active recruiting is needed to increase the show rate . 
V. INSTITUTIONAL 
STATISTICS 
A. Fall quarter Student 
load 
12.38 to 15.25 units in Fall1997, 
B. SCU generated 
C. Retention/graduation See addendum. 
D. FTEF used 
VI. FUTURE PLANS New strategic plan is developed. Tactics for achieving the goals are not 
described. 
3 
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__Psychology and Human Development _Program 
PROGRAM REVIEW REPORT 
1997-1998 
ITEM COMMENTS 
I. MISSION 
A. Mission Statement 
B. Distinguishing features 
of mission 
II. INSTRUCTIONAL 
ISSUES 
A. Educational Goals 
1. Intended student 
outcomes 
Good, clear description . 
The first four cognitive outcomes, as described, indicate knowledge 
domains, and are too vague/general to clearly specify just what is 
desired to be demonstrated by students. ("Independence ... " may be 
more accurately classified as a behavioral, or even attitudinal, 
outcome.) Please provide important examples of observable/ 
measurable ways in which students are expected to demonstrate 
competence in these domains. 
2 . Outline program 
content and skill 
coverage 
Good overall description. 
3. Co-curricular 
programs or 
activities 
4 . Special educational 
services: 
a) entering students 
b) assistance for at­
risk students 
How much tutoring actually occurs? 
c) Individualized 
opportunities: 
Given the program's research emphasis, more activity in this area 
seems appropriate . 
d)General education 
courses. 
B. Instructional Design 
and Methods 
1. Innovations in 
traditional courses 
2. Other innovative inst. 
methods 
C. Assessment methods 
and Data 
1. Student Learning 
Outcomes 
a) Methods used at 
course level 
Videotaped counseling sessions are a good evaluation technique. A 
wide variety of methods are used. The matrix presentation is 
exemplary (p. 21-23) . 
b) Student course 
outcome data 
Self-perceptions. No objective data for important outcome attainment. 
c) Program 
outcome data 
Good alumni feedback. 
2. Instructional methods 
a) Peer review of 
plans and activities 
No data summary. Is a teaching philosophy statement required? 
b) Incorporating 
research into 
instruction 
c) General 
approach to 
instruction 
Good general description. 
1 
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3. Instructors Incomplete. Procedures are clear, but summary is not provided. 
a) Colleague eval. 
procedures 
b) Student eval. of Information from only two courses per year does not seem frequent 
instructors enough to assess teaching performance. 
4. Program The Area Representatives' Council is a good idea . However, it appears 
a) Internal Review to be reactive, and without a systematic review agenda. 
Process 
b) Accreditation MS Psych pre-accreditation site visitor seemed concerned with gaps in 
content. Regarding evaluation of new undergraduate programs, why 
wait several years to get feedback? tt seems that early intensive 
outcomes measurement would be especially valuable in a new 
program . 
c) Alumni 
evaluation 
d) Evaluation by 
professional 
advisory board 
e) Comparison with 
similar programs 
f) Internal strategic Informal, reactive process, but the program seems to be able to react 
planniQg quickly to the feedback received . 
Ill. STUDENT Student co-authorships impressive, but few other awards cited . 
CHARACTERISTICS 
A. Awards and Honors 
B. Placement of 
graduates 
C. Diversity, dean's list, 
AP 
IV. PROGRAM Professionally active faculty. 
ADMINISTRATION 
A. Faculty Scholarship 
B. Prof. Development Well-written document of professional development expectations. 
Expectations 
C. Non-faculty staff Minimal--student assistants only. 
involvement 
D. Resources 
1 . Personnel 
2. Fiscal Allocation Small travel budget for the number of tenure-track faculty. 
3. Facilities Generally good facilities, but the loss of Child Development lab sounds 
like a serious loss. 
E. Admissions criteria 
1. Admissions profile 
2. Success of criteria 
F. Applicant pool 
1 . Recruitment 
2. Program Capacity 
G. Applicants/ accomm./ Highly competitive. 
enrolled 
2 
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V. INSTITUTIONAL 
STATISTICS 
A. Fall quarter Student 
load 
B. SCU generated 
C. Retention/graduation Retention/Graduation appears to be good. 
D. FTEF used 
VI. FUTURE PLANS Greater alumni contact is a good idea. 
3 

.. 
-24-
Philosophy_Program 
PROGRAM REVIEW REPORT 
1997-1998 
ITEM COMMENTS 
I. MISSION 
A. Mission Statement 
The mission statement is a general statement that does not address 
the specific mission of the program at Cal Poly. The mission 
statement would be appropriate for any philosophy program at almost 
any university. The Philosophy Department has included background 
material in this section. There is a reference to Western culture but no 
reference to other cultures . 
B. Distinguishing features 
of mission 
Interestingly written . 
II . INSTRUCTIONAL 
ISSUES 
A. Educational Goals 
1. Intended student 
outcomes 
They have started with the learning outcome categories from 
Visionary Pragmatism. 
2. Outline program 
content and skill 
coverage 
They have described the program coverage but not the skill coverage. 
How modem is the program? See addendum. 
3. Co-curricular 
programs or 
activities 
They state that there are no co-cunicular programs as such for 
students in the philosophy major but they do describe the Cal Poly 
Philosophy Club in Section 4.a. 
4. Special educational 
services: 
a) entering students 
Two faculty advisors provide advising for all philosophy majors. The 
role of other faculty members as well as peer advising by students 
could be expanded. 
b) assistance for at­
risk students 
The assistance to academically at-risk students seems minimal. In 
view of the percentage of students on probation (See Page 18.), 
perhaps some proactive methods could be implemented. 
c) Individualized 
opportunities: 
They have listed only senior project and The Cal Poly Philosophy 
Club. 
d)General education 
courses. 
They have an extensive list of general education courses. 
B. Instructional Design 
and Methods 
1. Innovations in 
traditional courses 
Pedagogy is highly traditional. There appears to be a limited effort by 
some to use different pedagogical techniques and formats. 
2. Other innovative inst. 
methods 
See comments above. 
C. Assessment methods 
and Data 
1. Student Learning 
Outcomes 
a) Methods used at 
course level 
Student learning outcomes are measured in traditional ways including 
oral and written evidence, and in examinations. The section involved 
a general discussion of assessment as opposed to a discussion of 
course-specific outcomes. 
b) Student course 
outcome data 
There is no student course outcome data presented. 
There is no program outcome data presented. The future plans of the 
department may address this issue. 
c) Program 
outcome data 
1 
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2. Instructional methods There appears to be little formal peer review of instructional activities. 
a) Peer review of 
plans and activities 
b) Incorporating A number of faculty members have introduced research activities into 
research into courses . 
instruction 
c) General There is no common approach to instruction in the department. 
approach to How modem are the approaches? 
instruction 
3. Instructors The peer review policies and procedures appear to be standard. 
a) Colleague eval. 
procedures 
b) Student eval. of The average student evaluations of instructors are nearly a point 
instructors higher than the average evaluations of the courses . The evaluation 
instrument is limited to two questions. Perhaps a more comprehensive 
instrument could be considered . 
4. Program The department chair could have benefited from a committee which 
a) Internal Review would have had responsibility for the internal review. 
Process 
b) Accreditat ion An external review has been conducted and the report was attached. 
There were a number of very good suggestions in the report. 
c) Alumni The major program is still new and as a result there has been no 
evaluation alumni evaluation . The future plans of the department may address 
this issue. 
d) Evaluation by There are no formal procedures for obtaining evaluations from the 
professional American Philosophical Association nor from any departmental 
advisory board advisory board . 
e) Comparison with The concentration in Ethics and Society is unique within the CSU .. 
similar programs 
f) Internal strategic There are no internal departmental strategic planning procedures. 
planning There is a need for a more formal and systematic process. 
Ill. STUDENT The department has no formal procedures for acquiring or keeping 
CHARACTERISTICS records of externally awarded competitive honors. One student has 
A. Awards and Honors been honored by the college and another has been President of Mortar 
Board . 
B. Placement of A number of graduates have done extremely well. Several have 
graduates received graduate fellowships while others have done well in law 
school. However, there is no formal tracking of majors. 
C. Diversity Gender and diversity among the students is excellent. 
IV. PROGRAM The quality of the faculty is high, although some faculty are more 
ADMINISTRATION active than others. 
A. Faculty Scholarship 
B. Prof. Development The criteria and standards for faculty professional development are 
Expectations clearly stated and generally very good. 
C. Non-faculty staff There are no non-faculty staff integrated into the instructional activities 
involvement of the department. 
D. Resources A list of faculty is provided. The faculty appears adequate to meet its 
1 . Personnel needs. 
2. Fiscal Allocation See addendum . 
3. Facilities There are no special facilities under the control of the department. 
E. Admissions criteria Standard admissions criteria . 
1. Admissionsgrofile 
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2. Success of criteria The percentage of students on AP is much higher than the percentage 
on the Dean's List. In 1996 36.7% were on AP, while only 5% were on 
the Dean's List. 
F. Applicant pool 
1. Recruitment 
The department could do more to improve the quality and the quantity 
of the students who enroll in the program. 
2. Program Capacity There are approximately 70 majors. 
G. Applicants/ accomm./ 
enrolled 
In 1997, 55 students applied, 27 were accommodated, and only 8 
enrolled. See the comments under IV.F.1 above. 
V. INSTITUTIONAL 
STATISTICS 
A . Fall quarter Student 
load 
The numbers appear to be highly variable. This might due to the small 
number of majors in the program. 
B. SCU generated 
C. Retention/graduation Not yet available. 
D. FTEF used 
VI. FUTURE PLANS The department has a number of issues that it expects to address 
including faculty recruiting and assessment. 
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Graphic Communication Department 
PROGRAM REVIEW REPORT 
1997-1998 
ITEM COMMENTS 
I. MISSION Mission statement is a bit vague and cautious. 
A. Mission Statement 
B. Distinguishing features These are notable features of the department and its performance. 
of mission Notable features of the mission may be inferred from statements 
made in this section. 
II. INSTRUCTIONAL The academic program, its goals and achievements, and intended 
ISSUES student outcomes are described in general tenns. Grounding the 
A. Educational Goals outcomes in behavioral tenns is needed to clarify them. 
1. Intended student 
outcomes 
2. Outline program 
content and skill 
coverage 
3. Co-curricular Strong interaction with other programs( 5 units from Art and Design 
programs or department, 11 units from computer science). 
activities 
4. Special educational 
services: 
a) entering students 
b) assistance for at- Service is minimal. 
risk students 
c) Individualized Impressive array. 
opportunities: 
d) General education 
courses. 
B. Instructional Design These are impressive methods and activities which can transform 
and Methods traditional courses. Some belong to B2. 
1. Innovations in 
traditional courses 
2. Other innovative inst. See comments above. 
methods 
C. Assessment methods 
and Data 
1. Student Learning 
Outcomes 
a) Methods used at 
course level 
b) Student course Incomplete. 
outcome data 
c) Program Incomplete. lnfonnation and comments obtained from sources listed 
outcome data in C.1.c are very important in assessing program outcome. Neither 
examples of surveys nor data are given. 
2. Instructional methods No infonnation is given on what is done with the results of peer 
a) Peer review of review. It appears to be the minimum. 
plans and activities 
b) Incorporating Applied research finds its way into instruction. 
research into 
instruction 
c) General It appears that this question is misunderstood. The description given 
approach to enumerates supplementary approaches to instruction. 
instruction 
1 

... 
-28­
3. Instructors Standard method. 
a) Colleague eval. 
procedures 
b) Student eval. of No information is given on the extent of evaluation . Who gets 
instructors evaluated and how often? How are resultspresented or used? 
4. Program Weekly meetings of the faculty appears to be the main vehicle for 
a) Internal Review review (internal or external) 
Process 
b) Accreditation There is no accrediting body in the field . 
c) Alumni No formal procedure . 
evaluation 
d) Evaluation by No formal evaluation by a professional society or departments advisory 
professional board. The advisory board seems to input their views to the faculty 
advisory board directly. 
e) Comparison with No other BS program in"graphic communication in western US. 
similar programs Cal Poly program excels in integrating theory and practice (more 
interdisciplinary). No comparison is made with the 70 programs across 
the nation. 
f) Internal strategic Incomplete. 
planning 
Ill. STUDENT Awards and honors are significant. Clear and detailed information is 
CHARACTERISTICS given 
A. Awards and Honors 
B. Placement of Data is concise and includes stratification by gender. It doesn't indicate 
graduates an alumni tracking . 
C. Diversity Reference is made to APR report. 
(More females than males) 
IV. PROGRAM This is section is well done. It follows Cal Poly strategic plan. 
ADMINISTRATION Some of the material in this section is professional development. 
A. Faculty Scholarship 
B. Prof. Development Some of the material in this section is faculty scholarship. This section 
Expectations and the previous section put together give the overall picture. 
C. Non-faculty staff Incomplete. This question is apparently interpreted in relation to visiting 
involvement instructors only. The Professor-From-Industry-Program is described but 
no data is given on the extent of its effect on courses, units, hours of 
instruction, and the overall quality of the program . 
No information is provided on the staff and how they may be 
contributing to the program. 
D. Resources Eight full professors Goined 1966-87). One probationary Assistant 
1. Personnel professor Gained in 1998). Brief cv's are given. 
Strong Cal Poly influence. 
What are the long-term plans for recruiting new faculty? 
2. Fiscal Allocation Actual dollars spent in areas such as professional development, some 
equipment, and promoting program's goals. No data is given on funds 
made available to the department by the College of Liberal Arts or the 
university. 
3. Facilities Laboratory facilities are described. They appear to be excellent. 
E. Admissions criteria Incomplete. The response does not describe criteria for admission to 
1. Admissions profile the program. Is College of Liberal Arts' MCA model used? Does the 
program have its own criteria? 
2. Success of criteria Validity would be determined in reference to intended outcomes. 
F. Applicant pool The department has active recruiting . 
1. Recruitment 
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2. Program Capacity Enrollment has been around 280 since 1993. What is the optimum size 
under present constraints. What are the caps based on I) labs, ii) 
faculty? 
G. Applicants/ accomm./ 
enrolled 
V. INSTITUTIONAL 
STATISTICS 
A. Fall quarter Student 
load 
B. SCU generated 
C. Retention/graduation Mostly graduate in 5 or 6 years. 
D. FTEF used 
VI. FUTURE PLANS Strategic planning is under way. 
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__General Engineering _Program 
PROGRAM REVIEW REPORT 
1997-1998 
ITEM COMMENTS 
I. MISSION 
A. Mission Statement 
Statement too vague, not focused. A clear focus would let incoming 
students know what to expect from the program. 
B. Distinguishing features 
of mission 
What specific features are notable from other schools? some of the 
features listed belong in different categories 
II. INSTRUCTIONAL 
ISSUES 
A. Educational Goals 
1. Intended student 
outcomes 
Objective measurable outcomes are limited . "Engineering judgment" 
on page 4 is not an accepted synonym for attitudes. These goals 
should be expressed in terms of desirable and observable outcomes. 
2. Outline program 
content and skill 
coverage 
A sampling of the courses that a GE student takes should be proviced 
3. Co-curricular 
programs or 
activities 
4. Special educational 
services: 
a) entering students 
There seems to be a wide variety of services available. 
b) assistance for at­
risk students 
At-risk students are advised pro-actively. 
c) Individualized 
opportunities: 
Provide some examples. 
d)General education 
courses. 
None offered. 
B. Instructional Design 
and Methods 
1. Innovations in 
traditional courses 
A ·wide array is provided. 
2. Other innovative inst. 
methods 
C. Assessment methods 
and Data 
1. Student Learning 
Outcomes 
a) Methods used at 
course level 
Striving to link with the ABET Criteria 2000 is good. Instrument is 
described (pp. 7-8). You have an impressive instrumentation array. 
b) Student course 
outcome data 
Incomplete. Please provide data. 
c) Program 
outcome data 
Incomplete. Can you provide data from the surveys? 
2 . Instructional methods 
a) Peer review of 
plans and activities 
b) Incorporating 
research into 
instruction 
c) General 
approach to 
instruction 
Incomplete. Where are the electives coming from? How do they fit 
into the GE curriculum? 
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3. Instructors 
a) Colleague eval. 
procedures 
Standard RPT process. 
b) Student eval. of 
instructors 
GE Program has no faculty of its own. Standard student survey from is 
used . Please provide example . 
4. Program 
a) Internal Review 
Process 
The program is reviewed by the College Curriculum Committee and 
the College Council. 
b) Accreditation Cunicula in the program are delivered by programs that are accredited. 
GE is not. 
c) Alumni 
evaluation 
d) Evaluation by 
professional 
advisory board 
No report is provided. 
e) Comparison with 
similar programs 
f) Internal strategic 
planning 
Is there a fonnal plan and procedure? 
Ill. STUDENT 
CHARACTERISTICS 
A. Awards and Honors 
Specifics on awards (years awarded) would be helpful. 
B. Placement of 
graduates 
Can you tabulate this information? 
C. Diversity, dean's list, 
AP 
IV. PROGRAM 
ADMINISTRATION 
A. Faculty Scholarship 
Not applicable. 
B. Prof. Development 
Expectations 
Not applicable. 
C. Non-faculty staff 
involvement 
Not applicable. 
D. Resources 
1 . Personnel 
Not applicable. 
2. Fiscal Allocation Incomplete. 
3. Facilities Incomplete. Please provide information about these issues. 
E. Admissions criteria 
1. Admissions profile 
MCA model. 
2. Success of criteria Incomplete. 
F. Applicant pool 
1. Recruitment 
Highly competitive program. 
2. Program Capacity Incomplete. 
G. Applicants/ accomm./ 
enrolled 
See table IV and V. 
V. INSTITUTIONAL 
STATISTICS 
A. Fall quarter Student 
load 
B. scu generated 
C. Retention/graduation 
D. FTEF used 
VI. FUTURE PLANS These are exciting prospects. Have plans, procedures, and 
implementation dates been formulated? 
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Computer Engineering Program 
PROGRAM REVIEW REPORT 
1997-1998 
ITEM COMMENTS 
I. MISSION The statement is a little vague . 
A. Mission Statement 
B. Distinguishing features This helps to clarify I. A. 
of mission 
II. INSTRUCTIONAL The listing of outcome areas is somewhat vague. Please list clearly 
ISSUES what you consider to be the most significant desired student outcomes. 
A. Educational Goals These should be objectively observable; i.e., be prepared to show that 
1. Intended student your students actually attain the outcomes you seek to produce. 
outcomes Completion of course sequences with a passing grade does not 
constitute evidence of clearly defined student outcomes, nor does a 
description of the program as a center influenced by intellectual, 
physical and social factors. The Addendum provides some outcome 
specification drawn from the Co-op survey. The department needs to 
do this for itself. 
2. Outline program See Addendum. 
content and skill 
coverage 
3. Co-curricular There is a wide array of co-curricular activities. 
programs or 
activities 
4. Special educational The items listed are standard. 
services: 
a) entering students 
b) assistance for at- A pro-active role is taken to assist at-risk students. 
risk students 
c) Individualized Co-ops and summer internships are adequate to fulfill this requirement. 
opportunities: 
d)General education The GEB requirements for CPE students are noteworthy. CPE 
courses. evidently does not provide GEB at this time. See Addendum. 
B. Instructional Design CPE seeks to incorporate the latest technology in CPE courses and to 
and Methods provide increased access to computer workstations. 
1. Innovations in 
traditional courses 
2. Other innovative inst. The EMSE program involved integration of diverse course material, 
methods team teaching and cooperative learning techniques. Is the program 
ongoing or defunct? 
C. Assessment methods CPE seeks feedback on courses involving heavy use of labs and 
and Data design projects. 
1. Student Learning 
Outcomes 
a) Methods used at 
course level 
b) Student course CPE measures the progress of its students through the results of three 
outcome data capstone courses: CPE 21 9/259; CPE 315; and CPE 461/462/463. See 
Addendum. However, what evidence do you have that these courses 
fulfill their intended function? 
c) Program CPE conducts an alumni survey, an industry survey, and a report from 
outcome data students returning from a co-op experience. See Addendum. 
2. Instructional The report cites classroom visitations, student evaluations and 
methods consideration of tests and materials distributed to students. 
a) Peer review of No mention is made of a formal plan required of faculty. 
plans and activities 
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b) Incorporating 
research into 
instruction 
CPE faculty conduct in-house research projects. There are also 
projects supported by 3Com, NSF and HP. Labs use state-of-the-art 
technology. See Addendum . 
c) General 
approach to 
instruction 
CPE is an interdisciplinary program stressing hands-on learning, team 
teaching, oral presentations, studio classrooms, applied research 
projects, etc. Is there any overall pedagogical philosophy of which 
these methods are a part? 
3. Instructors Faculty are evaluated for research, publications and generated 
a) Colleague eval. external funding. 

procedures 

b) Student eval. of 
 Student evaluations are conducted in more than the minimum required 
instructors number of courses. 
The report asserts that a copy of the Student Evaluation Questionnaire 
is attached. It was included in a separate binder not available to the 
PRAIC as a whole. 
We noted a great variation in the student evaluation averages over the 
five-year period. How has CPE reacted to this variation? Do you know 
what caused it? 
4. Program Curriculum matters involve many advisory groups. 

a) Internal Review 
 A copy of the Program Governance Document was included in a 
Process separate binder not available to the committee as a whole. 
b) Accreditation A copy of ABET's 1996-1997 Final Report was provided in a separate 
binder not available to the committee as a whole. While the report had 
some suggestions for improvement for the School of Engineering, it 
was entirely positive with regard to CPE. 
c) Alumni An alumni survey form is on CPE's website. 

evaluation 

d) Evaluation by 
 The CSC and EE Industrial Advisory Board evaluates the CPE 
professional program at semi-annual meetings. No written report is provided. 
advisory board 
e) Comparison with Incomplete. The report claims that Cal Poly's CPE is more 
similar programs interdisciplinary than other CPE programs. The report also claims that 
Cal Poly's CPE program is a jointly sponsored program by two 
separate departments is a distinguishing feature. How about a 
comparison of required courses, of innovative teaching techniques, 
etc.? A clearer definition of what interdisciplinary means needs to be 
given. In what ways is the CPE student's course experience 
interdisciplinary? 
f) Internal strategic A copy the the CSC and EE Strategic Program Documents should be 
planning provided. 
Ill. STUDENT The information is provided in a grouped data format. Can you cite 
CHARACTERISTICS students by name, year, scholarship and amount? 
A. Awards and Honors 
B. Placement of The report claims that 25% of CPE graduates go to graduate school 
graduates after finding employment. See Addendum. 
C. Diversity 
IV. PROGRAM A broad definition of scholarship includes refereed research, contract 
ADMINISTRATION research, private consulting, textbook writing, innovative applications 
of educational technology. The statement made about "appropriate 
professional activity" seems to undercut the criteria stated in the same 
sentence? Are there any criteria other than the ones listed on p. 10 
(Item IV.A)? See Addendum. 
A. Faculty Scholarship 
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B. Prof. Development A broad definition of professional development includes mentoring at 
Expectations the student /junior faculty level, academic committee wor1<, student 
organization participation, conference participation, grant writing and 
publication. 
C. Non-faculty staff The clerical and technical staff of esc and EE can meet the needs of 
involvement the CPE program. 
D. Resources The partial resumes included provide an excellent description of the 
1. Personnel faculty (12 pages of the 25 _Q_a_ge report). 
2. Fiscal Allocation Some discussion of the amounts indicated would be helpful in 
assessing whether funding is a problem. Cash donations to the CPE 
discretionary fund appear to be increasing, but equipment donations 
are erratic. 
3. Facilities Exisitng facilities are adequate to meet the needs of the program. 
E. Admissions criteria CPE students require a higher MCA score to be admitted than EE or 
1. Admissions profile esc only. 
2. Success of criteria CPE students receive higher grades in courses they take with CSC and 
EE majors. 
F. Applicant pool Every effort is made to attract and retain highly qualified diverse 
1. Recruitment students. 
2. Program Capacity CPE, esc and EE have a combined capacity of 1600 students. 
G. Applicants/ accomm./ 
enrolled 
V. INSTITUTIONAL 
STATISTICS 
A. Fall quarter Student 
load 
B. SCU generated 
C. Retention/graduation 
D. FTEF used 
VI. FUTURE PLANS The problem of changing the curriculum to meet rapid changes in the 
discipline itself is something which most subject areas do not have to 
deal with. 
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PROGRAM REVIEW REPORT 
Business Administration Program (BSBA) 
1997-1998 
ITEM COMMENTS 
I. MISSION 
A. Mission Statement 
B. Distinguishing features Five clear facets : (1) emphasis on practical application; (2) use of 
of mission small groups/team projects; (3) computer applications; (4) case 
studies; (5) interdisciplinar)l analysis. 
II. INSTRUCTIONAL Scope of content coverage in the cognitive domain seems credible. 
ISSUES However, it would be helpful to be more specific about important ways 
A. Educational Goals in which students are expected to demonstrate their 
1. Intended student understanding/knowledge in the content domains listed, since there is 
outcomes no common consensus regarding the definitions of such terms as "to 
understand," and "knowledge of." Those terms themselves are not 
specific enough to denote what would constitute objective evidence of 
understanding or knowledge. Desired outcomes in the social domain 
are relatively clear. In the attitude/value outcome domain, 
·appreciation of' is too ambiguous to focus outcome assessment. 
More specific descriptions would be helpful, such as "hold in high 
esteem," ·respect," "tolerate," etc 
2. Outline program The integrated core is an impressive innovation. Beyond issues of 
content and skill program administration, instructional design, and implementation, 
coverage insofar as the program's validation and justification rest on evidence for 
its impact on student learning, it would be helpful to provide fuller 
descriptions of those intended outcomes than to "foster an 
interdisciplinar)l outlook ... solve problems from a generalist 
approach ... promote integrated systems and thinking," or to attain 
"increased learning." 
3. Co-curricular With such a large number of clubs (25), program outcomes might be 
programs or facilitated if at least some of the clubs focused on them. 
activities 
4. Special educational Advising Center seems exemplary, as does the Student Services 
services: Office . 
a) entering students 
b) assistance for at­
risk students 
c) Individualized 
opp_ortunities: 
d)General education 
courses. 
B. Instructional Design The examples provided are substantial in terms of focus and potential 
and Methods potency for enhancing desired program outcomes. Their effects should 
1. Innovations in be carefully assessed. 
traditional courses 
2. Other innovative inst. 
methods 
C. Assessment methods 
and Data 
1. Student Learning 
Outcomes 
a) Methods used at 
course level 
b) Student course Data is not provided from Mgt. 414, or any other courses. 
outcome data 
C :'My Documents\P RAIC~700\cobbs2.doc 1 
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c) Program Note that a matrix of content-coverage by course does not constitute a 
outcome data method of program outcome assessment. Rather, it relates to category 
II.A.2.. above. 
2. Instructional methods 
a) Peer review of 
plans and activities 
b) Incorporating Information on page 31 describes research areas, not how such 
research into research is incorporated into instructional activities. 
instruction 
c) General 
approach to 
instruction 
3. Instructors As described on page 16, and in the addendum, the criteria seem 
a) Colleague eva!. exemplary, if conscientiously applied. 
procedures 
b) Student eva!. of Procedure seems exemplary. 
instructors 
4. Program 
a) Internal Review 
Process 
b) Accreditation 
c) Alumni 
evaluation 
d) Evaluation by 
professional 
advisory board 
e) Comparison with Survey provided in addendum is exemplary. Extraordinary detail! 
similar programs 
f) Internal strategic Seems exemplary. More detail might be helpful in guiding other 
planning programs in this activity . 
Ill. STUDENT 
CHARACTERISTICS 
A. Awards and Honors 
B. Placement of 
graduates 
C. Diversity 
IV. PROGRAM Definition of "scholarship" can be inferred from the COB Evaluation & 
ADMINISTRATION Reward Guidelines provided as an addendum. 
A. Faculty Scholarship 
B. Prof. Development Individually determined. 
Expectations 
C. Non-faculty staff 
involvement 
D. Resources However, time base, service activities, and consultation activities are 
1 . Personnel not described 
2. Fiscal Allocation 
3. Facilities 
E. Admissions criteria 
1. Admissions profile 
2. Success of criteria 
F. Applicant pool 
1. Recruitment 
2. Program Capacity 
C:IMy Documents\PRAICI;l9796'Gobbs2.doc 2 
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G. Applicants/ accomm./ 
enrolled 
Significant drop in percentage of applicants accommodated noted in 
1997. 
V. INSTITUTIONAL 
STATISTICS 
A. Fall quarter Student 
load 
B. SCU generated 
C. Retention/graduation 
D. FTEF used 
VI. FUTURE PLANS 
C:'My Documents\PRAIC\p9798\cobbs2.doc 3 
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PROGRAM REVIEW REPORT 
COLLEGE OF BUSINESS (MBA) 
1997-1998 
ITEM COMMENTS 
I. MISSION 
A. Mission Statement 
B. Distinguishing features 
of mission 
II. INSTRUCTIONAL 
ISSUES 
A. Educational Goals 
1. Intended student 
outcomes 
Although the desired "intellectual" outcomes need to be more clearly 
specified (see the comments for this topic in the COB BS review). the 
other types of outcomes seem clear enough to convey a useful 
enough description to indicate, if still generally, where to look for 
demonstrations of competent outcome achievement. Nevertheless, 
greater specificity in terms of behavioral indicators would still be 
helpful and useful. 
2. Outline program 
content and skill 
coverage 
3. Co-curricular 
programs or 
activities 
4. Special educational 
services: 
a) entering students 
b) assistance for at­
risk students 
c) Individualized 
opportunities: 
d)General education 
courses. 
B. Instructional Design 
and Methods 
1. Innovations in 
traditional courses 
Page 37 
2. Other innovative inst. 
methods 
C. Assessment methods 
and Data 
1. Student Learning 
Outcomes 
a) Methods used at 
course level 
b) Student course 
outcome data 
Although summary program evaluation may need to wait until 
program completion (see page 36), it is still advisable and appropriate 
to engage in diagnostic and formative evaluation via assessment of 
program sub-objectives and other "en route" indications that student 
competencies (and "sub-competencies") are developing as intended. 
c) Program 
outcome data 
Year-end computer-based simulation seems exemplary, as does the 
"informal transcript" . (p.38) Although the instruments presented in 
Exhibits II & Ill provide a credible range of fairly clearly specified 
topics, student self-perceptions of learning are not equivalent to 
objective assessment of performance in those areas. 
2. Instructional methods 
a) Peer review of 
plans and activities 
C:\My Oocuments\PRAIC'i:J97'00'£obmba.doc 1 
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b) Incorporating 

research into 

instruction 

c) General 

approach to 

instruction 

3. 	Instructors 

a) Colleague eval. 

procedures 

b) Student eval. of 

instructors 

4. 	Program 

a) Internal Review 

Process 

b) Accreditation 

c) Alumni 
evaluation 
d) Evaluation by 
professional 
advisory board 
e) Comparison with Exhibit IV 
similar programs 
f) Internal strategic 
planning 
Ill. STUDENT 
CHARACTERISTICS 
A. Awards and Honors 
B. Placement of 

graduates 

C. Diversity 
IV. PROGRAM 
ADMINISTRATION 
A. Faculty Scholarship 
B. Prof. Development 

Expectations 

C. Non-faculty staff 

involvement 

D. Resources 
1 . Personnel 
2. Fiscal Allocation 
3. Facilities 
E. Admissions criteria 
1. Admissions profile 
2. Success of criteria 
F. Applicant pool 
1 . Recruitment 
2. Program Capacity 
C Wy Documents\PRAICip979B'Gobmba.doc 2 
·~ 
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G. Applicants/ accomm./ 
enrolled 
V. INSTITUTIONAL 
STATISTICS 
A. Fall quarter Student 
load 
B. SCU generated 
C. Retention/graduation 
D. FTEF used 
VI. FUTURE PLANS 
C:'My Documents\PRAIC\¢)796\cobmba.doc 3 
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Construction Management Department 
PROGRAM REVIEW REPORT 
1997-1998 
ITEM COMMENTS 
I. MISSION 
A. Mission Statement The second paragraph does not belong to the mission. 
B. Distinguishing 
features of mission 
See addendum. 
II. INSTRUCTIONAL 
ISSUES 
A. Educational Goals 
1. Intended student 
outcomes 
Incomplete . The intended learning outcomes were not addressed 
(Visionary Pragmatism report) ; should state for 
Cognitive: 
a. Competence in basic fields, such as . .. 
b. Ability to solve, analyze, or synthesize problems. 
Behavioral and Attitudinal : 
a. Professionalism 
b. Teamwor1< 
Performance, Procedural and Ph:1sical Skills: 
a. Oral, written, and visual communications. 
Social Outcomes not emphasized: 
Team approach contradicts your statement social outcomes not 
emphasized. 
2. Outline program 
content and skill 
coverage 
Explain interdisciplinary components with Architectural Engineering 
Department. Capstone course seems good . Is individual senior 
f)roject required? 
3. Co-curricular 
programs or 
activities. 
None offered ; why? 
Design projects? 
4. Special 
educational 
secvices: 
a) entering 
students 
Summer advising. WOW Week. 
Academic progress is monitored thru database . 
b) assistance for 
at-risk 
students 
Advising, counseling. 
c) Individualized 
opportunities: 
1. Cooperative education program 
2. Student exchange programs-international. 
Suggested: Senior Project? Involvement with faculty's research 
projects. 
d) General 
education 
courses. 
General education courses? None listed. 
B. Instructional Design 
and Methods 
1. Innovations in 
traditional 
courses 
Innovations noted: 
•Group Projects in the fourth-year labs 
•Distance Learning techniques to students on Co-Op 
Team-teaching for multi-disciplinary subjects? 
Technology in instruction? 
Use construction related software (See Accred. Report p. 15). 
2. Other innovative 
inst. methods 
1 

...
.. 
~42-
C. Assessment methods See Accred . Report p. 15 

and Data 

See 4.f.-Strategic Planning; short "shelf life" 

Outcomes 

a) Methods used 

at course level 
1. Student Learning 
Project evaluation and oral presentations. 
Students in Co-Op keep a journal. 
Incomplete. Response referred to course evaluation. not outcomes 
outcome data 
b) Student course 
assessment. 

c) Program 
 Surveys of graduating seniors, alumni and employers. 
outcome data Certified Professional Constructor I exam-only one student has 
taken it so far. See addendum. 
Review occurs in an infonnal manner during periodic review of course 
methods 
2. Instructional 
work at faculty meetings. What are some significant outcomes 
a) Peer review of produced by this procedure? (Redesign .. . implementation . .. ) See 
plans and addendum. 

activities 

b) Incorporating 
 No faculty research (See Accred . Report p. 15) 
research into 
instruction 
c) General Incomplete. What they have should go to C.1.a. 
approach to 
instruction 
3. Instructors RPT only; no quantitative data. See addendum. 
a) Colleague 

evaI. 

procedures 

b) Student eval. See addendum. 

of instructors 

4. Program Does catalog revision cycle equal internal review process? Is Review 
a) Internal Committee made up of all faculty? 

Review 

Process 

b) Accreditation Accredited by the American Council for construction Education. 
ABET? 
c) Alumni Provide sample results of responses . 

evaluation 

d) Evaluation by 
 You are to be congratulated on your panel. 
professional 
advisory board 
e) Comparison See addendum. 

with similar 

programs 

f) Internal Short "shelf life" assumption could be reconsidered. 
strategic 
planning 
Ill . STUDENT See addendum. 

CHARACTERISTICS 

A. Awards and Honors 
B. Placement of Placement of graduates near 100%. 

graduates 

C. Diversity 
IV. PROGRAM Credible criteria. 
ADMINISTRATION 
A. Faculty Scholarship 
B. Prof. Development Expectations are vague. Individual professional development plan is 
Expectations not required. 
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C. Non-faculty staff 
involvement 
D. Resources 
1. Personnel 
2. Fiscal Allocation See addendum. 
3. Facilities 
E. Admissions criteria 
1. Admissions _pJofile 
MCA points system (calculus, physics, GE and business classes). 
2. Success of criteria Incomplete. No empirical data--how is performance measured? 
F. Applicant pool 
1. Recruitment 
No special efforts. What were the previous efforts that produced no 
discernible results (i.e ., diversity)? 
2. Program Capacity 
G. Applicants/ 
accomm./enrolled 
V. INSTITUTIONAL 
STATISTICS 
A. Fall quarter Student 
load 
B. SCU generated 
c. Retention/ 
. graduation 
D. FTEF used 
VI. FUTURE PLANS Not specific enough in terms of reaching its goals. Plans to diversify 
curriculum with new concentrations, but how will these affect 
program? (See p. 16 of accreditation report .) 
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_______Food Science and Nutrition _______Program 
PROGRAM REVIEW REPORT 
1997-1998 
ITEM COMMENTS 
I. MISSION 
A. Mission Statement 
Narrowly vocational. Consider expanding the scope of the mission beyond 
that focus. Perhaps begin with some of the concepts presented in I. B. as well 
as incorporating polytechnic characteristics, contribution to society, 
preparation for lifelong learning, et c. 
B. Distinguishing features of 
mission 
II. INSTRUCTIONAL ISSUES 
A. Educational Goals 
1. Intended student 
outcomes 
Detailed and comprehensive, but not prioritized; not much on social 
responsibility, except for discussion of economically-disadvantaged families. 
Terms such as "become familiar with" imply a superficial treatment. 
2. Outline program content 
and skill coverage 
Exemplary exposition of program skill and content coverage. Seems concise 
and clear. 
3. Co-curricular programs 
or activities 
Wide variety of activities, including WIC, Head Start, Senior Nutrition. A 
matrix of "Intended student outcomes" and these activities would be helpful. 
4. Special educational 
services: 
a) entering students 
b) assistance for at-risk 
students 
Approach is remedial, rather than proactive. 
c) Individualized 
opportunities: 
Interesting projects cited, but no indication of what percentage of students 
participate in these projects. Is "individualization" promoted? 
d)General education 
courses. 
B. Instructional Design and 
Methods 
1. Innovations in traditional 
courses 
Exemplary presentation. Assessment of level of attainment of expected 
outcomes is the next step. 
2. Other innovative inst. 
methods 
Note that only fourth and fifth points are instructional innovation. Dialog 
teaching especially seems potentially effective. 
C. Assess. meth. & Data 
1. Student Learning 
Outcomes 
a) Methods used at 
course level 
Includes some very informative methods, e. g., s written evaluation of 
students by clients, pretest and post-test, case studies are good, community 
service. 
b) Student course 
outcome data 
Examples from addendum are informative. 
c) Program outcome 
data 
Pass rate high for Registered Dietitian exam. Examples from addendum are 
informative. 
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2. Instructional methods 
a) Peer review of 
plans and activities 
Department is redesigning this process. 
b) Incorporating 
research into 
instruction 
Several good examples cited. This looks like a good way to incorporate 
research into instruction. 
c) General approach to 
instruction 
Discussion mixes intended outcomes and methods. Applied, ethical issues 
incorporated . It appears that the approach is (a) emphasize basic skills and 
knowledge through labs etc., (b) synthesize through problem solving, etc., (c) 
mentoring by faculty. is this accurate? 
3. Instructors 
a) Colleague eval. 
procedures 
Department is redesigning this process. 
b) Student eval. of 
instructors 
New form looks good; recommend more frequent use. 
4. Program 
a) Internal Review 
Process 
We recommend developing a systematic approach to this issue. 
b) Accreditation External review documentation needs to be made available. 
c) Alumni evaluation Although many contacts are made, a systematic process for obtaining 
program evaluation information is needed. 
d) Evaluation by 
professional advisory 
board 
Priorities and details of Advisory Board evaluation process should be made 
available . 
e) Comparison with 
similar programs 
Comparison points seem credible. 
f) Internal strategic 
planning 
seems to be a good start on strategic planning . Vigorous progress on this 
issue is encouraged. 
Ill. STUDENT 
CHARACTERISTICS 
A. Awards and Honors 
B. Placement of graduates 
C. Diversity, Dean's list, AP Percentage of FdSci on AP seems high . 
IV. PROGRAM 
ADMINISTRATION 
A. Faculty Scholarship 
Department is redesigning this process. 
B. Prof. Development 
Expectations 
C. Non-faculty staff 
involvement 
D. Resources 
1 . Personnel 
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2. Fiscal Allocation 
3. Facilities Information from addendum is informative. 
E. Admissions criteria 
1. Admissions profile 
Criteria seem to be reasonable . 
2. Success of criteria Methodology is exemplary. 
F. Applicant pool 
1. Recruitment 
Good plan. Full implementation is encouraged. 
2. Program Capacity 
G. Applicants/ accomm./ 
enrolled 
V. INSTITUTIONAL 
STATISTICS 
A. Fall quarter Student load 
B. SCU generated 
C. Retention/graduation Relatively low 5-year graduation rate(?) 
D. FTEF used 
VI. FUTURE PLANS Wish list, no large vision of where they would like to be. 
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Soil Sciences Program 
PROGRAM REVIEW REPORT 
1997-1998 
ITEM COMMENTS 
I. MISSION 
A. Mission Statement 
Mission Statement has 6 points and seems clear and complete. goals 
and objectives which follow are misplaced and would be better 
contained in other sections. The committee could not understand the 
51 h item of the mission statement: " ... to promote the integrity of the 
department.· 
B. Distinguishing features 
of mission 
Incomplete. 
II. INSTRUCTIONAL 
ISSUES 
A. Educational Goals 
1. Intended student 
outcomes 
Many intended student outcomes are contained in section I and would 
be better organized under this section. The four courses used as 
demonstrations of learning outcomes are excellent and clear. It would 
be helpful to have the broad goals listed first and the correlated with 
the specifics which were presented. 
2. Outline program 
content and skill 
coverage 
The description of the concentrations is good. The material on 
curriculum and constraints seems to be a planning matter and belong 
in strategic planning . See appendix 1 of report. 
3. Co-curricular 
programs or 
activities 
See addendum 
4. Special educational 
services: 
a) entering students 
The letter of welcome to accommodated students is good. Follow-up 
calls from the faculty can also be used to promote the department. 
b) assistance for at­
risk students 
the at-risk student approach seems good. See addendum. 
c) Individualized 
opportunities: 
Student assistantships, supply set ups, grading, tutoring, student 
clubs, Soil Science student advancement group, internships, research 
assistants are all mentioned. Student senior projects are not 
mentioned. 
d)General education 
courses. 
Soil Science 121 is F .2. offering. 
B. Instructional Design 
and Methods 
1. Innovations in 
traditional courses 
The basic innovation appears to be the application of lecture material 
to laboratory and presentation materials. the library, the Web, 
professional journals and classroom resources are used. 
2. Other innovative inst. 
methods 
None listed. 
C. Assessment methods 
and Data 
1. Student Learning 
Outcomes 
a) Methods used at 
course level 
It would have been helpful if the learning outcomes listed in this 
section had been integrated into the goals and objectives listed on 
pages 2 and 3 and then used as a measure of assessment of 
attainment of goals. The methods of assessment listed are clear. 
b) Student course 
outcome data 
For senior level courses the ratios of grades getween courses seems 
extreme. It would be expected that seniors would have a higher grade 
average than lower level classes. Other evidence beyond grade 
distributions would be helpful in assessing whether this is symptomatic 
of another problem. 
c) Program 
outcome data 
The comments under b. above would apply and bring to question the 
success of the program at achieving desired learning outcomes, if a 
large percentage of the students are not attaining acceptable grades 
in their senior classes. 
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2. Instructional methods There is no mention of the goals and objectives being addressed as 
a) Peer review of part of the process. How are these goals and objectives atta ined 
plans and activities through the curriculum process? 
b) Incorporating The statements on the relationship of research to classroom seem 
research into appropriate. The listing of grants and professional development 
instruction awards do not specifically indicate how those grants are aiding student 
learning. 
c) General The statement is fine but it is also general. Elsewhere in the document 
approach to there are bits and pieces of the general approach but this section is 
instruction meant to bring forward a specific statement of pedagogy which could 
be more descriptive than the brief statement presented . See 
addendum. 
3. Instructors The statement is somewhat vague and it is not clear whether there is 
a) Colleague eva!. a basis for evaluation that is clear to the faculty being evaluated as 
_procedures well as the evaluation team. See addendum . 
b) Student eva!. of The form looks comprehensive. The statement that the faculty 
instructors receive high overall scores brings to question what the standard of 
measure is and against what is it measured? 
4. Program This seems to relate to the comments on page 7 and represents an 
a) Internal Review excellent internal assessment process. How often is this assessment 
Process carried out? 
b) Accreditation there does not appear to be an accrediting body for soil sciences. It 
has been 8 years since the last review was made. A program of 
external review should be established and coordinated with the 
university program review process. 
c) Alumni evaluation See addendum. 
d) Evaluation by The program has an advisory panel. 
professional 
advisory board 
e) Comparison with The data represented support the statement that the program is the 
similar programs largest of a selected number of regional institutions in the country. 
f) Internal strateg ic 
planning 
Ill . STUDENT There is a list of students who have received honors but it is not clear 
CHARACTERISTICS if that list is comprehensive and what effort is made to collect the 
A. Awards and Honors data. 
B. Placement of graduates Very little data is presented on the placement of students. 
C. Diversity, dean's list, The data on academic accomplishments or probation indicate a high 
AP percentage (over 20%) of the program's students are on academic 
probation. This may correlate with the comments under II . C. 1. 
IV. PROGRAM This section follows the University definitions and is well done. 
ADMINISTRATION Effective teaching performance addresses teaching skills but not 
A. Faculty Scholarship learning outcome success. 
B. Prof. Development Evidently all faculty develop a professional plan. A copy of an 
Expectations example would be a nice addition to this report. It is not clear how 
often these plans are reviewed and whether they are used as a 
measure of achievement. Much of section B duplicates material in A. 
It is assumed that these listings are a measure of what is contained in 
the professional development plans. 
C. Non-faculty staff Adequate description . It is noted that there is an administrative 
involvement assistant rather than a department secretary. 
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D. Resources We note that 3 of the 8 faculty are not certified . Is there a 
1. Personnel departmental goal to change this if in fact this is significant? Seven of 
the 8 faculty members are full professors. Is there a plan to integrate 
assistant and associate professors into the program? There is a wide 
disparity in the level of professional activity (grants, consulting , 
publications, presentations) of various members of the faculty. The 
program could benefit if all faculty were professionally active. 
2. Fiscal Allocation See addendum. 
3. Facilities See addendum . 
E. Admissions criteria 
1. Admissions profile 
2. Success of criteria The statement about measuring student success by their perfonnance 
in upper division seems to be relevant to earlier comments concerning 
the rate of failure in certain upper division courses. See addendum. 
the data on employment is incomplete in that it does not give the type 
of employment so that success in placement of students in the 
profession can be measured . 
F. Applicant pool The program is apparently the largest department of its kind in a 
1. Recruitment regional university, but it is evidently not impacted . The data also 
indicate that only 18% of the students who enter the program actually 
graduate in it. The recruiting effort seems well organized but the depth 
of the pool is unclear. 
2. Program Capacity Some discussion of what the current enrollment is would be helpful, 
as would a discussion of what constrains capacity . The program 
capacity should be related to student demand and depth of the pool of 
applicants. 
G. Applicants/ accomm./ See addendum. 
enrolled 
V. INSTITUTIONAL 
STATISTICS 
A. Fall quarter Student 
load 
B. SCU generated 
C. Retention/graduation 
D. FTEF used See addendum. 
VI. FUTURE PLANS Future plans include added faculty and remodeled facilities. the 
demand for these additions and improvements was not established in 
the body of the report. 
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State of California 0\LPOLY 
I\1 e m o r a n d u m 
To: 	 College Deans Date: October 16, 1996 
Instructional Department Heads/Chairpersons 
A\NtJ) 
From: 	 Paul J. Zing; (JJ\jJ Copies: \Varren J. Baker 
Provost and Vice President for Academic Affairs Harvey Greenwald 
Program Review and 
Improvement Committee 
(1995-96, 1996-97) 
Subject: 	 PROGRt\.M REVIE\VS 
Higher education is a distinctly self-critical profession and its strength is largely a function of a rigorous 
system of self-assessment and peer review that employs several means to gauge academic quality and 
effectiveness. These include: 
* Regional accreditation boards; 
>-< Professional accreditation agencies; 
* Academic discipline associations; 
* System\vide standards; 
* Institutional review standards and processes; 
* Individual perceptions. 
Cal Poly -- its colleges, academic departments and programs, and faculty -- is no stranger to a broad set of 
assessment agencies and evaluation processes. For each has its purpose, each its own pa:1icular lens through 
which to examine and evaluate. And it is precisely because none of these, in and of themselves, has a single 
correct angle of vision that we must bring to bear a combination of them to weigh and measure, to judge and 
evaluate, as completely and fairly as possible. 
Among the most important elements of a continuous and comprehensive assessment approach is internal 
program review. This kind of review recognizes the need for a broad based, well-articul<!ted, institutional 
consensus on the meaning of acndemic quality. Such consenst:s derives from the perspective of colleagues 
who are able to articulate principles of quality that apply to all academic programs and who are willing to 
challenge programs to meet them. 
The faculty who serve on the Acadern.!c Senate's Program Review ~:1d Improvement Committee work to 
forge this consensus not in reflection of a particular political agenda or curricular ideology, but in 
recognition of the appropriate rok that institutioMl colleagues, regardless of their academic units, should 
play in improving the quality of the University's academic offerings, c.chieving the best use of available 
resources, and fostering cooperation among academic and administrative units. This is a tall order. But they 
have taken their task seriously and accomplished it with diligence and intelligence. The University owes 
their work more than lip service. 
The Program Review and Improvement Corn.rnittee submitted its report for the reviews it conducted in 
1995-96 in mid-August. As has been its custom since 1992-93, the Committee provided both specific 
recommendations for the individual programs it reviewed and a number of general recommendations . The 
latter are attached to this memo. Several of the general recommendations for 1995-96 particularly reiterate 
what the Committee has said many times before: 
* 	 Major programs should "open up their courses of study where possible, increase the number of free 
electives, reduce the rigidity, and increase flexibility." 
* 	 "Excessive use of restricted electives and concentrations are widespread, and the resulting rigidity is 
surely a contributing factor to low graduation rates." 
* 	 "Many of the programs reviewed this year are not clear about what constitutes professional 
development." 
* 	 "The relationship between individual departments and their advisory boards needs to be exarnined .... [as] 
some of these boards appear to function as reinforcements of the most narrow view of what students 
ought to study." 
* 	 "Programs need, through ongoing reminders, to move away from the entrenched but outdated idea that 
more required courses and more units will translate into greater resources." 
* 	 "The practice of supporting GE&B in public, but working to undermine and diminish it in private, is a 
practice which needs to be discouraged." 
Recognition of the need for a rigorous internal review process was reaffirmed by the Academic Senate in 
1995-96 through a strong resolution that I support. It underscores the shared responsibilities among 
academic departments and progn:ms, deans, the Senate, and the Provost's Office to ensure that these reviews 
are mer:.nlngful and useful. I intend to do my part in this matter. Specifically, I will meet with the deans and 
department chairpersons/heads of reviewed programs during the year following their review in order to 
discuss both the reviews and the plan of action that they will undertake to respond to them. These meetings 
will focus on encouraging a positive response to the reviews and exploring ways in which University 
resources can be brought to bear to assist departments and programs in the development and implementatior 
of their action plans. 
As a University \ve should seek continuously to strengthen our academic quality and reputation. We do this 
in a myriad of ways-- the students whom we admit, the new faculty whom we attract and those whom we 
tenure and promdte, the programs that we develop, the strategic decisions that we make. A st'rong internal 
review process is critical to institutional improvem~nt for it is a demo stration to our several constituenc ies 
(students and thei r parents, alumni and their employers, the State LegislatUie and California taxpayers, the 
disciplinary communities of our academic areas, etc.) that we are committed to defining, achieving, and 
sustaining the highest quality in our academic programs and operations. I look for-.\ ard to working with yo 
in this matter for it addresses a goal that 1 know we completely share. 
~- ~/(.17.'1J 

Sports Complex 

University· Memorandum# 96 

To: 	 John McCutcheon, Chuck Sleeper, Rick Johnson, Mark Harriman, Chris Clark, 
Dale Sutliff (Landscape Advisory Committee}, V.L. Holland (Biology Advisory Committee}, 
Ken Scotto (CAGR Land Use Committee}, Ed Naretto, Bob Pattee, Doug Overman, George Mead, 
Bob Pahlow, Clem Michel, Jim Hoffman, Tom Maino @ Maino Construction, David Ra_gsdale 
To: 	 ESDA 
Ed Darden, Bob Petithomme phone 209-222-7463 fax 209 222-1314 
To: 	 All Contractors and Consultants 
cc: 	 Robert Kitamura, Frank Lebens, Karen Webb, Dan Geis, Alicia Haas, Jennifer Bitting, 
Matt Roberts, Joe Risser, Deby Ryan, Bonnie Lowe, Kathy Lamoree, Leigh Elfrink, Jim Rodger, 
Ed Johnson, Walt Bremer, David Wehner, Andy Thulin, Bill Bolt, Phyllis Momtazee, Tim Hastings, 
Brent Hallock, Steven Marx, Myron Hood, Russ Thompson @ Cannon 
From: 	 William MacNair, Facilities Planning Project Manager, Phone 805-756-5228, Fax 805-756-7566 
Date: 	 November 5, 1998 
Project: Sports Complex 
Subject: CEQA - Environmental Mitigation Monitoring I Reporting Program- Progress Report 
96.1 	 This report documents the Mitigation Monitoring I Reporting Program required by the Final 
Environmental Impact Report for the Cal Poly Sports Complex dated February 1997. 
96.2 	 The Board of Trustees of The California State University, as lead agency, approved the Sports Complex 
project on 3/19/97 and certified the Environmental Impact Report. On 3/25/97 the Trustees of The 
California State University filed the CEQA - Notice of Determination with the State Office of Planning 
and Research. 
96.3 	 In January 1998 as part of the Design Development review process, the Sports Complex Design Team, 
Facilities Planning, Facility Services, Landscape Advisory Committee and the Biology Advisory 
Committee worked together to increase the (open space setbacks) buffers between the softball complex 
and the reservoirs (Shepard Reservoir and Smith Reservoir.) As a result of the review process (open 
space setbacks) buffers were increased. The following open space setbacks were documented in a 
letter from Cannon Associates (Civil Engineer) dated May 15, 1998. 
Smith Reservoir: (open space setbacks) buffers 

Reservoir to Softball Stadium: 199 feet 

Reservoir to Parking Lot: 133 feet 

Reservoir to Road: 116 feet 

Shepard Reservoir: (open space setbacks) buffers 
Reservoir to Softball Stadium: 694 feet 
Reservoir to Parking Lot: 	 406 feet 
Reservoir to Road: 	 611 feet 
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96.4 	 July 15, 1998, the CSU Board of Trustees approved the financial plan for the Sports Complex. 
August 13, 1998, Bid Package # 1 -Abatement, Karcher Environmental was the low bidder. 
September 22, 1998, Bid Package # 1 - Abatement. Karcher Environmental began abatement I 
demolition at the Sports Complex site. The abatement work was completed on 11/4/98. · 
November 5, 1998, Thursday at 2:00p.m. Contractors' bids for Bid Package# 2- Earthwork were 
submitted, R. Burke Corp. was the apparent low bidder. 
December 10, 1998, Thursday at 2:00 p.m. Contractors' bids for Bid Package # 3 General are due at 
Facility Services Training Room, Building 70. 
December 10, 1998, Thursday at 3:00 p.m. Contractors' bids for Bid Package # 4 Concrete are due at 
Facility Services Training Room, Building 70. 
January 21, 1999, Thursday at 2:00p.m. Contractors' bids for Bid Package# 5 Electrical due at Facility 
Services Training Room, Building 70. 
96.5 	 Mitigation Monitoring: 
As part of the RFQ (Request for Qualifications) process Crawford, Multari, Clark &Mohr were selected 
by the RFQ review committee to provide CEQA - Environmental Consultant services. Throughout the 
Construction Document Phase and Construction Phase of the Sports Complex, Chris Clark 
(Environmental Consultant) is assisting Facilities Planning in the implementation of the Environmental 
Mitigation Monitoring. 
During the Construction Document phase Chris Clark provided Mitigation Monitoring requirements to the 
Architect. The following Environmental Mitigation requirements are a part of the Contract Documents: 
Contract Documents Exhibit G, Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures: an exact 
copy of Table 2-1 Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures from the Environmental 
Impact Report for the Cal Poly Sports Complex dated February 1997 is included in the specifications 
Each contractor working on the project is required to implement the required Mitigation Measures. 
Additional Mitigation Measures are detailed on sheet C/C 401 Environmental Mitigation Site Plan, 
Supplementary General Conditions, Division 1requirements and in the Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan. 
Detailed requirements for fencing and protecting environmentally sensitive areas are included in the 
Contract Documents. 
96.6 	 The work of each Contractor is monitored by the Construction Manager (Maino Construction 
Management), the Project Inspector (Hoffman Associates) and the Project Manager (Facilities 
Planning.) -
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96.7 	 Environmentally Sensitive Areas: Cannon Associates (Civil Engineer) is re-staking all of the 
environmentally sensitive areas prior to the start of the Earthwork. The Earthwork Contractor is 
responsible for providing fencing and protecting the environmentally sensitive areas. 
Contractors and Consultants have been notified of the importance of protecting all environmentally 
sensitive areas including but not limited to; Brizziolari Creek, Wet Meadow I Fresh Water Seep, Shepard 
Reservoir, Smith Reservoir and riparian habitat. Throughout the Construction Phase these 
environmental assets shall remain accessible to Students and Faculty for research and classroom uses. 
96.8 	 Pollution Management Plan: David Ragsdale (Environmental Health and Safety Manager), Jennifer 
Bitting (Student}, Chris Clark (Environmental Consultant), William MacNair (Facilities Planning) and 
Russ Thompson (Cannon Associates- Civil Engineer) are providing additional Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan monitoring as a part of the Cal Poly "hands on" approach to student education. The 
Erosion and Sediment Control Plan is included in the Contract Documents. The Earthwork Contractor is 
responsible for implementing the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan as detailed in Addendum 1 of 
the Contract Documents. 
96.9 	 Barn Swallow Monitoring program: On August 13, 1998 Gaylene Tupen, Consulting Biologist, provided 
a report indicating that "Conservatively, it should be assumed that nesting activities may continue for a 
minimum of 3 weeks from the date of the site visit" (8112198). Facilities Planning monitored the barn 
swallows at the Sheep Unit buildings for 6weeks (8112198 through 9122/98) verifying that all nesting 
barn swallows had left the nest before the abatement contractor was allowed to begin demolition. 
96.10 	 Storm Water Permit: Facilities Planning worked with Cannon Associates. The NOI (Notice of Intent) for 
the Storm Water Permit was received by the California State Water Resources Control Board on 
October 9, 1998 and a WDID identification Number {3 40S309867) was issued an annual fee of $500 
will be invoiced annual each October until the (NOT) Notice of Termination is submitted to the Regional 
Water Board. 
96.11 	 Drainage Monitoring at Railroad: Facility Services is monitoring the drainage channel under the railroad 
west of the fresh water seep. 
96.12 	 Hazardous Materials Monitoring Plan: As apart of the RFQ (Request for Qualifications) process Harding 
Lawson Associates (Hazardous Materials I Environmental Engineering) were selected by the RFQ 
review committee to provide Abatement Consultant services. 
All abatement work provided by Karcher Environmental was monitored (Using on-site inspectors and air 
monitoring equipment) by Harding Lawson Associates (Environmental Engineers.) Initial notices to 
APCD were provided by Cal Poly Facilities Planning and Cal Poly E H &S, additional notices to the Air 
Pollution Control District and other governmental agencies were the responsibility of Karcher 
Environmental. A Cal OHSA representative performed an inspection of the site during the abatement 
work. Tim Hastings, Cal Poly Environmental Health Specialist, also monitored the work of the 
abatement contractor. 
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96.13 	 Traffic & Parking Plan: Facilities Planning is working with Cindy Campbell (Parking and Commuter 
Services Administrator) and Matt Ceppi to· update the Traffic &Parking Plan to include the Sports 
Complex. ESDA (Architect), Facilities Planning and Public Safety are working with the Division of the 
State Architect Handicapped Access Compliance office in San Francisco regarding access compliance 
and the location of accessible parking stalls. 
96.14 	 Construction Noise Control: Noise, equipment emissions control and dust control is the responsibility of 
the Contractor. The Contract Documents have specific requirements that will be monitored by the 
Construction Manager (Maino Construction Management), Project Inspector (Hoffman Associates) and 
Project Manager (Facilities Planning). 
96.15 	 Habitat enhancement project at Shepard Reservoir and Smith Reservoir: Facility Services (Doug 
Overman) is working with Ed Johnson, the Landscape Advisory Committee and the Biology Advisory 
Committee. Habitat enhancement is scheduled to begin in fall of 2000, landscaping materials needing a 
one-year lead-time will be selected in 1999. 
96.16 	 Pesticide &Turf Management Plan: Facility Services (Doug Overman and George Mead) will work with 
Ornamental Horticulture, David Wehner and Chris Clark to develop awritten program. Chris Clark has 
provided copies of Fundamentals of Turfgrass Management by Nick Christians and Turfgrass 
Management Course Notes as guidelines. An integrated Pest Management program will be included in 
the Turf Management Plan. 
96.17 	 Retention Basins: Are the responsibility of the Contractor. The Contract Documents have specific 
requirements that will be monitored by the Construction Manager (Maino Construction Management), 
the Project Inspector (Hoffman Associates) and the Project Manager (Facilities Planning.) 
Retention Basin Monitoring: Facilities Planning and Facilities Services will work with the Biology 
Advisory Committee and the Landscape Advisory Committee to develop amonitoring program to be 
implemented after the Sports Complex project is completed, astudent project is a being encouraged. 
96.18 Archeologist: The responses to the RFQ for an Archeologist to provide on-site inspections as 
required by the Final Environmental Impact Report are due at Facilities Planning on November 12, 1998 
acampus RFQ review committee will select the most qualified Archeologist. 
96.19 	 Exterior Lighting: Detailed requirements for exterior lights and sports lighting have been developed by a 
Lighting Consultant working with the Electrical Engineer. The exterior lights and sports lighting are 
directed toward the playing fields and directed away from residential areas and sensitive environmental 
areas such as Shepard Reservoir and Smith Reservoir. 
96.20 	 Public Address System: Detailed requirements for the public address system has been developed by 
an Audio Visual System Consultant working with the Architect. The public address system is direct 
toward the playing fields and directed away from residential areas and sensitive environmental areas 
such as Shepard Reservoir and Smith Reservoir. 
96.21 	 The Exterior Lighting systems and the Public Address system were developed using the 
recommendations from professional consultants. The consultants met with campus staff, students, 
faculty and neighborhood representatives to develop the detailed requirements contained in the 
Contract Documents. The Contract Documents have specific requirements that will be monitored by the 
Construction Manager (Maino Construction Management), the Project Inspector (Hoffman Associates) 
and the Project Manager (Facilitie_~ Planning.) 
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1995-96 Program Review and Improvement Committee 
General Recommendations 
1. 	 For at least the past two years, President Baker has called upon all departments to 
undertake a genuine reassessment of their curricula, with an eye toward greater efficiency. 
·He has urged all majors to "open up" their course of study where possible, increase the 
number of free electives, reduce the rigidity, and increase flexibility. There is little 
evidence that majority of the departments reviewed this year have made any serious efforts 
along these lines. 
2. 	 Most of the programs reviewed are excessively rigid, are too structured, require a large 
number ofunits, and do not "trust" their students to make intelligent choices. Excessive 
use of restricted electives and concentrations are widespread, and the resulting rigidity is 
surely an impediment to student pro~ess and a contributing factor to low graduation 
rates. 
3. 	 Many of the programs reviewed this year are not clear about what constitutes professional 
development. Departments and programs should have clear statements as to what kind of 
activities constitute professional development and how these various activities are 
prioritized by the department. 
4. 	 Departments need to explore more creative and effective ways to assess program 
effectiveness and teaching quality. Effective program assessment is facilitated by 
development and articulation of departmental goals and objectives, and of desired student 
learning outcomes. 
5. 	 Departmental faculty development efforts should include developing skills in curricular 
design, including articulation of student learning outcomes as well as their implementation 
and assessment. 
·6. 	 The relationship between individual departments and their advisory boards needs to be 
examined. Some of these boards appear to function as reinforcements of the most narrow 
view of what students ought to study. Some departments almost allow them to dictate 
curricula; the university's role--that of leading and forming opinion--seems to be seriously 
compromised when this is the case. 
7. 	 The 1994-9 5 Program Review Report made the following point: 
"Programs need, through ongoing reminders, to move away from the entrenched but 
outdated idea that more required courses and more units will translate into greater 
resources." 
This statement is still true for the programs reviewed this year. 
